IL SPIL Public Input Meeting – Cedar Rapids
June 18, 2010

Cherie Clark, Regina, Brooke Fuhrmeister, Scott Gill, Keith, Joel (all of the Access staff), Susan Curtland, 4 staff from IL/IA, Jim and Martha Paprocki, Frank Strong, Ken Schuman, Teri Lynn, Dawn Francis, Tomoko Yajima, Becky Criswell, Deb Philpot and others - counted total of 30+ participants

I. Brief overview of the Rehab Act of 1973, reauthorizations and IL movement.  

· Core services

· Funding stream – C, B and state appropriation 

· Definition of the IA IL Network

· How the act requires SPIL 

· DSU services – Becky Criswell and Tomoko Yajima
· SILC’s role
· Served, unserved and underserved counties 
· Frank Strong asked if Chapter II and Part B are the same.  Becky Criswell responded that   Chapter II is Older Blind and not the same as Part B.  
II. SPIL – Narrative and work plan input.
· Frank Strong asked if this is still the same work plan reviewed in Council Bluffs.  Dawn’s response - Yes 
· Obj. A, Input/Output 1:  Teri Lynn asked how do we know how many people have disabilities while the new census does not ask if you have disabilities?  Dawn responded that the Census Bureau has another plan to do this, but she did not know the details.  
· Cherry Clark expressed her concern about Obj. A. Input 1, Output 1c “all taskforce members….” and suggested to change the wording to “strong majority”, because it will be hard for all to agree upon.
· Frank Strong stated that Bob Jeppesen provided with a written response on the SPIL, and wanted to present it, and suggested we could do this at the end of the meeting.  Dawn said she would share Bob’s comments at the end of this meeting.  
· Obj. A, Input 2: - no questions or comments
· Obj. A, Input/Output 3:  no questions or comments
· Obj. B, Input/Output 1:  Dawn explained the 704 Report.
· Susan Curtland commented that writing work plans is very time-consuming and she did not understand why we write the work plan for the SPIL and each Center does work plans.  Dawn explained the distinctions between the SPIL work plan and Center work plans.
· Obj. B, Input/Output 2:  no questions or comments

· Obj. B, Input/Output 3:  Dawn indicated that the DSUs have told the SILC that the SILC Budget will need to be cut.  This is due to the DSUs experiencing significant cuts in state funding since 2009, at around a 30% cut.  We do not have a final figure for the SILC budget cut, which is why there is wording in the SPIL in several places that states “if funding is available”.  There was a question as to when we would know what will be funded relating to SILC funds that would affect this Objective as to what activities will be funded and what not.  Dawn explained that the SILC has not been able to meet with the DSUs due to scheduling conflicts.  Her best guess is to cut funding for travel for CIL directors and grassroots group representatives to attend the quarterly SILC Board Meetings.  Dawn will be sad if some of the center directors do not have the funds to be able to travel to the SILC Board Meetings, as this has been an excellent way for the CILs and SILC to communicate with each other and to build ongoing relationships.
· Obj. C, Input/Output 1: There was a question as to the “5% increase in people served”.  Would that affect the federal funds?  Dawn’s response – CILs raising funds other than federal or state funds in order to serve more consumers will not affect their federal funding.  It is a way for CILs to develop more funds to serve more consumers.
· Obj. D, Input/Output 1:  no questions or comments
· Obj. D, Input/Output 2:  no comments or questions
Questions on overall work plan
· Work plans are understandable, but one person wondered if there is a penalty in case we do not reach the outcome?  Frank Strong disagrees with the outcome measure of increasing by 5% the number of consumers served.  He believes that the SILC is implying that CILs are not working hard enough, while the SILC needs to work harder.  He said that the SILC has not added any new CILs or even increased the number of counties served in past 10 years.  He talks to the audience and states why don’t we tell the Council to show the 5% increase?  5% is cynical – a 60% increase is better.  There were several comments from others pointing out that this target of 5% seemed achievable.  Deb P. added that SCICIL added one currently unserved county, Wappello, with the ARRA funds from the DSUs.  Another IL/IA staff said those goals are reasonable.  Access staff commented that 5% is reasonable, and expanding is another issue.  IL/IA CIL staff responded that CILs in Iowa started operations without any federal or state funding initially, and it was local consumers developing the Center with local resources.  

· Anything else we can do to make sure we don’t waste federal funding?  
Access went through crisis before it was established again.  What else can we do? 

· Dawn commented that the SILC’s role is not to provide funding to expand counties or to start new CILs(to what FS said).  The SILC has no money and no authority over the federal IL funds to give them to anyone for expansion.  Frank S. asked who is responsible then.  Dawn stated the IL Network partners identify in the SPIL the plan to strengthen and expand the Network.  Access staff noted that the SILC is not to be blamed – it starts by the grassroots groups developing their own local funding to start up a Center.
· Susan Curtland commented that she did not feel Frank meant to blame, and asked about Dubuque group.  The Dubuque grassroots group is working on local fund raising.
III. Funding Distribution Plan 
· Cheie Clark likes Plan A.  She recommends submitting Plan A only, and hold back B and C as back up plans if RSA does not approve Plan A.  If there are three, it will be cumbersome for the grant readers to read it.  Scott Gill stated he is not opposed to Plan A, but feels that Plan B is a more realistic approach.  He feels “B” creates more solid fiscal and programmatic foundations for CILs to expand on.  Plan B addresses the growth plan, which meets everyone’s needs.  Dawn Francis commented that IL/IA CIL had served several consumers from Dubuque area over the years.  Their ED is willing to expand the territory to Dubuque, and have Dubuque residents join their board of directors as well as set up a local advisory council consisting of persons with disabilities from the Dubuque community.  Frank Strong stated that he and Bob Jeppesen  had provided training to help the Dubuque grassroots group.  He commented that the Dubuque group is “being treated like a second-class citizen”.  It is not only about services, but it is about raising leadership to lead the IL community.  Frank expressed that SILC turned down CICIL’s request for funding for CICIL to provide technical assistance to Dubuque group.  Frank asked why are we in Linn County and not some other part of the state that is not served by a CIL.  He stated the SILC does not understand it is about advocacy to serve communities that have not been served.  Keith Ruff stated that working with politicians at the federal level is important.
· There was a concern expressed about IL/IA CIL serving Dubuque.  Will they skip the counties between the Quad Cities and Dubuque?  Dawn and IL/IA CIL staff explained that the IL/IA Center would be adding 5 counties in that northeast area so they would serve Jackson and Clinton Counties.  Dawn added that it would be up to their board to decided what 5 counties.
· How do they get up to 8 counties?  Dawn stated the CILs each need to decide which counties they want to add.
Priority #2:

· Frank Strong suggested an emergency contingency plan for natural disasters should be in this plan.  He said it should address strategies to implement in event of a natural disaster.  Frank also wanted to express in a public venue that the SILC seems to be interested in getting Frank fired than on furthering services to people with disabilities.  He thanked the SILCfor inviting him to participate in the strategic planning activities, but he said if SILC wants him to serve on the strategic planning committee, he wanted reimbursement of attorney fees and letter of apology to him.  He said that the public needs to know this.
· Dawn wrapped up this meeting, as the ending time was approaching, by announcing that all comments will be posted on the SILC website, or can be mailed if they would call Dawn and give her their mailing address.    The meeting had been interrupted by a storm warning, so the meeting ran nearly 30 minutes longer than planned.  Due to the fact that attendees were pressed for time and many were already leaving, it was agreed to post Bob’s comments on the SPIL and forego reading them.
(Notes taken by Becky Criswell and Tomoko Yajima)
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